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PER CURI AM

Juwana Bat es appeal s fromthe order of the district court
revoki ng her supervised rel ease and sentenci ng her to twenty nont hs
i mprisonnment. Finding no error, we affirm

Bates clains that the district court erred in considering
her violation conduct as a G ade A violation within the context of

U.S. Sentencing Guideline Mnual, 8 7Bl.1(a)(1) (1990), and

contends it should have been considered a Grade B violation. W
review a sentence i nposed upon revocati on of supervi sed rel ease for

abuse of discretion. United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 642-43

(4th Gr. 1995).

In this case, the district court was authorized to i npose
a term of inprisonnment upon revocation of up to five years, the
original termof supervised rel ease, because her original offense
was a Class A felony. See 18 U S.C A 8§ 3583(e)(3) (West 1990)
(current version at 18 U S.C. A 8§ 3583(e)(3) (West 2000 & Supp
2003)). Moreover, in a revocation proceeding, the sentencing
ranges set forth in the guidelines are purely advisory. See Davis
53 F.3d at 642. Accordingly, regardless of whether Bates’
revocati on conduct was properly classified as a G ade A or a G ade
B violation, the sentence inposed by the district court was not
unaut hori zed.

W affirm the judgnent of the district court. ']

di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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